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Formosa Enterprises, LLC- Baton Rouge
Inspection Date 7/22-24/2014

Section | - INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE INSPECTION

On July 22, 2014, Samuel Tates and | arrived at Formosa Plastics Corp., Louisiana for an announced Clean
Air Act inspection. An email was sent to Mr. Kelly Serio on July 17, 2014, which informed him of my
arrival. | met with Mr. Omer Wolff, Environmental Manager, Mr. Harold Demmer, Environmental-Safety
Advisor, and Mr. Kelly Serio, Plant Manager. | presented my credentials to Mr. Serio and informed him
that this was an EPA inspection to determine compliance with 40 CFR Subpart 68 — Chemical Accident
Prevention Provisions. Mr. Serio indicated that he was not aware of my arrival and later discovered that
he deleted the announcement email. An employee representative was invited to participate in the
inspection. The facility does not have union representation.

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Formosa Plastics, LA is a producer of basic industrial chemicals and materials. Chlorine, ethylene
dichloride, anhydrous hydrogen chloride, and vinyl chloride are the major materials used and/or
produced at the facility. The primary commodity produced at the facility is polyvinyl chloride resin.
Polyvinyl chloride is used to manufacture food wrap, children's toys, medical devices, garden hoses,
piping, vinyl siding, floor tiles, roofing shingles, electrical wiring insulation, furniture, clothing articles,
automotive parts, etc. The facility is certified to ISO international quality and environmental
management standards and employs approximately 219 employees and approximately 89 full-time
contractors. The Baton Rouge plant consists of three operating units; two of which are covered under
the Risk Management regulation. These are Polyvinyl Chloride (PVC) and Vinyl Chloride Monomer
(VCM).

Section Il - OBSERVATIONS

40 CFR Part 68- Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions
Subpart A-General
§68.12 General Requirements
Formosa submitted a single Risk Management Plan (RMP) with covered processes that are subject to
Program 3 requirements. The last 5 year update was August 31, 2012. The regulated flammable
substances that are above the threshold quantities identified in §68.130 are: vinyl chloride and
propylene. The regulated toxic substances that are above the threshold quantities identified in §68.130
are: chloroform, anhydrous hydrogen chloride, and chlorine. As a facility with Program 3 processes,

' Formosa must develop and implement a management system, conduct a hazard assessment, implement
the prevention requirements of §68.65 through §68.87, develop and implement an emergency response
program, and submit the data elements from 68.175 in their RMP.

§68.15 Management

| reviewed Formosa’s PSM/RMP organizational chart which appeared to assign departments to specific
sections of the RMP and not by individuals by name or title to specific sections of the risk management
program as required by §68.15(c). The chart recognizes Mr. Kelly Serio as the person with overall
responsibility for implementing the requirements of the Risk Management Program.

Subpart B- Hazard Assessment
§68.20 Applicability
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Formosa Plastics is a Program 3 stationary source subject to this part and is required to prepare a worst
case release scenario analysis and complete the five year accident history.

§68.22 Offsite consequence analysis parameters
| reviewed the facility’s RMP Comp scenario summary. In the analyses of the worst case and alternate
scenarios Formosa utilized the parameters identified in the rule.

§68.25 Worst-case release scenario analysis.

For its flammable worst case scenario, Formosa used the release of the entire volume of their largest
flammable containing vessel with no controls in calculation of their worst case scenario. For the toxics
worst case scenario, Formosa used catastrophic rupture of the vessel with the largest quantity of a toxic
chemical with the largest impact. ‘

§68.28 Alternative release scenario analysis.

Formosa identified and analyzed at least one alternative release scenario for all regulated flammable
substance held in a covered process that is more likely to occur than the worst case scenario. Formosa
used the parameters defined in §68.22 to determine distance to the end point. No mitigation systems
were considered. Formosa identified a toxic alternate scenario for each toxic identified in the RMP
submittal.

§68.30 Defining offsite impacts—population.

Formosa did not provide documentation that indicated that population was estimated within a circle
with its center at the point of the release and a radius determined by the distance to endpoint. The
population was estimated using Landview 6 Census 2000 population estimator. Landview 6 software
uses 2000 Census data. It appears Formosa did not use to most recent Census data to estimate the
population potentially affected as required by §68.30(c). The population identified in the toxic worst
case scenario was not estimated to two significant figures as required by §68.30(d).

§68.33 Defining offsite impacts—environment.

For the toxic worst case scenario, Formosa identified environmental receptors that could potentially be
affected from the release. Formosa did not provide any maps or data that were used to identify
environmental receptors within the distance to endpoint.

68.36 Review and update.
Formosa conducted its review and update of the off-site consequences analysis in August 2012.

68.39 Documentation.

Formosa did not provide any maps depicting the point of the release and a radius of distance to
endpoint. Landview 6 output data was not provided. It appears that Formosa did not maintain
documentation used to estimate population and environmental receptors as required by §68.39(e).

§68.42 Five year accident history

In the RMP submittal, Formosa indicated there were no accidental releases of a RMP covered substance
held above a threshold quantity in a covered process that resulted in death, injury, or significant
property damage onsite, or known offsite death, injury, evacuation, shelter in place, property damage,
or environmental damage.

Subpart D-Program 3 Prevention Program
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§68.65 Process Safety information

| reviewed the following process safety information: information pertaining to the hazards of substances
in the processes, the equipment in the process, P&IDs, process descriptions of the RMP processes,
electrical classification, block flow diagrams, and upper and lower limits. Although requested, Formosa
could not provide the maximum intended inventory as required by §68.65(c)(1)(iii).

§68.67 Process Hazard Analysis

Electronic PHA’s are readily available to all employees through Formosa’s intranet. | reviewed the
following PHAs: 2012 VCM and 2012 PVC. The PHA summary pages were exactly the same and still in
draft form. The summary did not indicate the dates the studies were conducted or identify the
methodology used (ie HAZOP, What-if, etc). The PHAs were performed by at least one individual
knowledgeable in the process. Based on the worksheets, it appeared that the PHA team used HAZOP
methodology to perform the assessment. PHAs addressed process hazards, previous incidents at sites
other than the stationary source, facility siting and human factors. In the RMP submittal, hurricane is
identified as a hazard that is addressed in the PHAs. The PHAs made references to rain or freezing
hazards; however, hurricane was not identified. The PHAs referenced a global node to identify external
factors which may have included hurricanes. | did not see the global node in the PHAs at the time of the
inspection. It appears that Formosa did not identify a hurricane as a hazard in the 2012 PHAs as required
by §68.67(c)(1). It appears that Formosa did not address incidents that occurred at the stationary source
that had a likely potential for catastrophic consequences as required by §68.67(c)(2).

| reviewed the 2008 facility siting study conducted by Baker Risk which was referenced in the PHA
summary. From the study, Formosa has a few high risk items remaining. The facility siting tracking sheet
did not set a target date for outstanding action items as required by §68.67(e).

PHAs included recommended actions from the HAZOP study. Formosa maintains documentation that
tracks the recommendations from each PHA; however, closed recommendations did not identify the
action taken as required by §68.67(e). The PHA tracking sheet identified action items that were past the
due date with no indication of an extension or updated target date as required by §68.67(e).

§68.69 Operating Procedures

| reviewed operating procedures from the PVC and VCM Units. Formosa had procedures in place for the
~ operating phases identified within the rule. Normal and Temporary Operations could not be readily
identified. It appears that Formosa did not list or reference safety and health considerations within each
procedure as required by §68.69(a)(3). It appears that Formosa did not list or reference operating limits:
consequences of deviation or steps required to correct or avoid deviation as required by §68.69(a)(2)
within each operating procedure. Safe Upper and Lower limits were identified in the facility’s Standard
Operating Manual (SOM). Consequences of deviation and corrective action were addressed in Unit and
Area Specific troubleshooting manuals. Safety and Health was addressed in the Unit Specific Safety and
Health Manual.

Formosa has a procedure in place for the annual review of operating procedures. Formosa provided
2014 annual certifications for the following: PVC 100 Area SOP Manual (April 29, 2014); PVC 200 Area
SOP Manual (April 29, 2014); PVC Area 300 Manual (May 13, 2014). See Follow Up.

| reviewed the following safe work bractices: Flame Permitting Procedure, Hazardous Energy Control,
Confined Space Permitting and Entry.
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§68.71 Training

I met with Formosa’s Document Control Officer. | reviewed training documentation for selected
operators from the PVC and VCM units. Operator qualification included training that covered operating
phases and were specific to the operator’s unit. Training records identified safety and health training, as
well as, safe work practices. The training records included unit specific training, safe work training, and
safety and health. Operator training unit qualification training dates are included in Table 1. See Follow
Up.

Table 1: Operator Unit Training

Operator Course Title Previous Date Most Recent Date
Operator 1 PVC Loader Recert 1/27/2010 2/5/2013
Operator 1 Vinyl Loading Recert 4/14/2010 4/30/2013
Operator 2 PVC Loader Recert 12/6/2010 12/6/2013
Operator 2 Vinyl Loading Recert 9/25/2012
Operator 3 PVC Recovery Recert 5/27/2011 5/22/2014
Operator 3 PVC Dryer Recert 4/30/2010 4/23/2013
Operator 4 SOP Annual Recert 3/9/2013
Operator 5 V2 Recert NA 2/19/2013
Operator 5 SOP Recert NA 3/9/2013
Operator 6 V2 100/200 Recert 4/28/2009 3/13/2012
Operator 6 V2 300/400 Recert 12/31/2010 1/7/2014

§68.73 Mechanical Integrity

| reviewed inspection/test reports and procedures for pressure relief valves, tanks, pressure vessels, and
pumps. The inspection/test reports were appropriately documented. Formosa provided a list of
inspections that were extended beyond the initial due date. The inspections were extended according to
Formosa’s guidelines. -

Vibration data from 2014 was reviewed for critical and non-critical pumps.

| reviewed training records for maintenance, instrumentation, and electrical employees. Training
records included safety and health, as well as, procedures applicable to the employee’s job task.

§68.75 Management of Change (MOC)
Formosa developed a MOC procedure. See Follow Up.

§68.77 Pre-startup review (PSSR)

1 did a cursory review of the following PSSRs: 200 Area Furnace and 300 Area Expansion. See Follow Up.
PSSR checklists were not filled out to completion and action items were not documented as closed prior
to start-up as required by §68.77(b).

§68.79 Compliance audits

| reviewed the October 2011 PSM/RMP compliance audit report. On December 27, 2011, Formosa
certified that it has evaluated compliance with the Program 3 requirements. The previous audit was not
reviewed at the time of the inspection. See Follow Up.
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The 2011 audit identified deficiencies that were observed during this inspection. An example of this is
the maximum intended inventory. It appears that Formosa did not correct the deficiencies discovered in
the 2011 compliance audit as required by §68.79(d).

§68.81 Incident Investigation
At the time of the inspection, incident reports were not reviewed. See Follow Up.

§68.83 Employee Participation

| reviewed the employee participation policy. Formosa’s employee participation plan addressed
employee participation for each Program 3 element. Employees participate in the development of PHAs
and safety meetings.

§68.85 Hot work permit

I reviewed hot work permits from 2014. The permits identified the object on which hot work is
performed and the date authorized for hot work. Formosa keeps hot work permits on file until
completion of hot work activities. Hot work permits required the fire watch to be identified by name.
Formosa did not consistently identify the fire watch by name on the reviewed permits as required by
§68.69(d).

§68.87 Contractors

I reviewed Formosa’s procedures for training and other requirements needed for facility access.
Formosa provided the work contracts for Turner Industries and Vector Electric. The contracts did not
provide information on the contractor’s safety performance and programs. See Follow Up. Training
records were provided for two Turner employees which included the following training: safety and
health, job specific, safe work.

Subpart E-Emergency Response

§68.90 Applicability

Formosa employs individuals who respond to accidental releases. | met with Mr. Rusty Daigle, Safety
Manager, to discuss the Emergency Response Program. | reviewed the Emergency Response Plan (ERP).
The ERP which incorporates the Crisis Management Plan references medical treatment but does not
identify what first aid is necessary for accidental human exposure as required by §68.95(a){1)(ii). |
reviewed quarterly sprinkler system inspections, annual preventative maintenance and pump
inspections for fire trucks, monthly and annual fire hose inspection.

Formosa’s Safety Procedure 9: Fire Fighting Equipment included the prbcedures on the maintenance
and inspection of emergency response equipment.

The facility performs annual drills to test the effectiveness of the ERP. The ERP identified when changes
were made in the past with sign off sheets. The facility did not provide a procedure to review and
update the ERP and ensure that employees are informed of the changes as required by §68.95(a)(4).

Section Ill — AREAS OF CONCERN

1. 40 CFR 68.15: Formosa’s PSM/RMP organizational chart appeared to assign departments to
specific sections of the RMP and not individuals by name or title to specific sections of the risk
management program.
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40 CFR 68.30(c): Formosa did not use to most recent Census data to estimate the population
potentially affected in the offsite consequence analyses.

40 CFR 68.30(d): The population identified in the worst case scenario was not estimated to two
significant figures. ‘

40 CFR 68.39(e): Formosa did not maintain documentation used to estimate population and
environmental receptors for the offsite consequence analyses.

40 CFR 68.65(c)(1)(iii): Formosa did not provide the maximum intended inventory.

40 CFR 68.67(c)(1): Formosa did not identify hurricane as a hazard in the 2012 PHAs.

40 CFR 68.67(c)(2): In the 2012 PHAs, Formosa did not address incidents that occurred at the
stationary source that had a likely potential for catastrophic consequences.

40 CFR 68.67(e): The facility siting tracking sheet did not set a target date for outstanding action
items.

40 CFR 68.67(e): Formosa maintains documentation that tracks the recommendations from each
PHA; however, closed recommendations did not identify the action taken that led to closure.

40 CFR 68.67(e): The PHA tracking sheets identified action items that were past the due date
with no indication of an extension or updated target date.

40 CFR 68.69(a)(2): Formosa did not list or reference operating limits: consequences of deviation
or steps required to correct or avoid deviation within each operating procedure.

40 CFR 68.69(a)(3): Formosa did not list or reference safety and health considerations Within
each operating procedure.

40 CFR 68.69(d) and 68.85(b): Hot work permits required the fire watch to be identified by
name. Formosa did not consistently identify the fire watch on the reviewed permits.

40 CFR 68.77(b): 200 Area Furnace and 300 Area Expansion PSSR checklists were not filled out to
completion and action items were not documented as closed prior to start-up.

40 CFR 68.79(d): Formosa did not correct the deficiencies discovered in the 2011 compliance
audit. ‘

40 CFR 68.95(a)(1)(ii): The ERP which incorporates the Crisis Management Plan references
medical treatment but does not identify what first aid is necessary for accidental human
exposure.

40 CFR 68.95(a)(4): Formosa did not provide a procedure to review and update the ERP and
ensure that employees are informed of the changes.

Section IV - FOLLOW UP
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Formosa requested an extension until August 22, 2014, to provide documents requested as part of the

inspection for offsite review. The information that Formosa will provide will be evaluated during the
enforcement process.

Section V — LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix 1 — Sign-in sheet
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January 22, 2014

Ms. Lisa Perry

RMP Coordinator

DOW Chemical Petroleum Company
P.O. Box 150

Plaquemine, LA 70765

Re:  EPA Risk Management Program Inspection of DOW Chemical Petroleum Company
from April 29 — May 02, 2013

Dear Ms. Perry,

As you are aware, an inspector from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
conducted an unannounced Clean Air Act Risk Management Plan compliance inspection at the
DOW Chemical Petroleum Company (DOW), at 21255 Hwy 1 in Plaquemine, Louisiana from
April 29 to May 02, 2013.

Based on the information contained in the inspection report and the additional
information provided by DOW subsequent to the inspection, there are no violations or areas of
concern identified at your facility for which EPA intends to take enforcement action, at this time,
pursuant to Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act and the Chemical Accident Prevention of
40 CFR Part 68.

This letter does not relieve DOW from its responsibility to comply with all requirements
of the Clean Air Act and the requirements of any permits issued thereunder, as described in
Section 502 of the Clean Air Act, nor does it constitute a waiver by EPA of its right to enforce
compliance with the requirements of any permits, regulations, or other requirements of the Clean
Air Act by actions pursuant to Section 113 of the Act.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (214) 665-2243, or
Minerva DeLeon, a member of my staff, at (281) 983-2149.

Sincerely yours,

Samuel Tates

Chief, Air Surveillance Section
Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division

cc: Keith Jordan, Senior Environmental Scientist, Inspection Division
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality

Internet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov/regionG
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper, Process Chlorine Free
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DOW CHEMICAL Plaquemine, La. Chemical Company

"'seéﬁ(}n I - INTRODUCTION
}}POSE OF THE INSPECTION
I

One of the goals of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is to protect the public and

- the' env1ronment from exposure to extremely hazardous chemicals. A Risk Management Program

! /‘*l(RMP) inspection was conducted at the DOW CHEMICAL Company (DOW) LP- LA. Chemical

located in Plaquemine Parish, Louisiana, on April 29, 2013 through May 2, 2013. The objectives
of this inspection include working with the facility (both management and employees) to
improve their chemical safety management program, and determining compliance with the Clean
Air Act Section 112(r) and 40 CFR Part 68 — Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions. This
facility was chosen for inspection due to the amount of flammable and toxic substances at the
facility, the number of people residing within the worst case scenarios, and the facility’s accident
history. :

- I (EPA Region 6 inspector Minerva De Leon) arrived at DOW facility at 1:30 pm on May 13-17,
2013 for an unannounced inspection. I met with listed in Table 1. The scope of the inspection is
to conduct a partial compliance evaluation (PCE) with the elements of the RMP for every
applicable unit at the facility. It also includes evaluation of the deviations reported that pertain to
RMP elements and compliance of the facility with its Title V permit provisions. DOW has many
contractors on site but no union representatives participated in the inspection. They were invited
and provided notice of the inspection within one hour after conducting entry.

Table 1.

Lisa Perry | DOW RMP Idperry@dow.com (mail contact) 225-353-4316
coordinator ~

Don HES Professional On conference DOW _ 225-3536585

Pulliam

Greg DOW Process gregnesmith@dow.com 225-353-5343

Nesmith 7| Safety. r

Ellen DOW ecmartin@dow.com 225-353-5321

Martin

Joel Dugas | DOW jmdugas@dow.com 225-353-5876

Byron DOW brand@dow.com 225-353-5313

Brand .

Mark DOW mtmitchell@dow.com 225-353-1869

Mitchell '

Christine DOW cebaldridge@dow.com 225-353-6252

Baldridge

Scott White | DOW wswhite@dow.com 225-353-6041

Minerva USEPA deleon.minerva@epa.gov ; 281-983-2149

DeLeon




DOW CHEMICAL Plaquemine, La. Chemical Company

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

- Dow Chemical Louisiana Operations (DOW-LAQO) was constructed in 1956 and has been in
operation since then expanding from three units to 18 units. Today it is the largest chemical plant
in the state of Louisiana employing over 2000 employees and making over 100 specialty
chemicals. One of the vinyl chloride units was dismantled in 2012. The Plaquemine complex
consists of a variety of covered processes within this 3000 acre chemical plant. Operations,
different products used in a wide variety of consumer products such as Tupperware, antifreeze,
shampoo ingredients, automotive fluids, cosmetics, and water purification. Of the 18 units,
fourteen are RMP covered process. Dow — LAO uses basic natural resources such as salt and
natural gas to produce the basic chemical ingredients, chlorine and ethylene, which are further
used to produce the 50 products. We have 27 regulated substances present at our facility. These
substances include Ethane, Propane, 1,3-Butadiene, Pentane, Chloroform [Methane, trichloro-],
Propylene oxide [Oxirane, methyl-], 2-Methylpropene [1-Propene, 2-methyl-], Isoprene [1,3-
Butadiene, 2-methyl-], Methyl chloride [Methane, chloro-], Butane, Chlorine, 1,3-Pentadiene,
Isopentane [Butane, 2-methyl-], 2-Butene-cis, Hydrogen chloride [Hydrochloric acid],
Propylene [1-Propene], Ammonia (anhydrous), Ethylene oxide [Oxirane], Epichlorohydrin
[Oxirane, (chloromethyl)-], 2-Methyl-1-butene, Ethylene [Ethene], Ethyl chloride [Ethane,
chloro-], Hydrogen, Isobutane [Propane, 2-methyl], Methyl ether [Methane, oxybis-], 1-Butene,
Methylamine, and Methane.

Anhydrous hydrogen chloride is used at Dow -LAO to produce vinyl chloride and also sold to
customers to make silicones, some of which form computer chips. Inhalation can cause
coughing, choking, inflammation and ulceration of the respiratory tract.

Butadiene is a byproduct of ethylene production and is sold to make tires, automotive parts,
roofing materials and other consumer products. It is a colorless, flammable gas with a mild
aromatic odor. High vapor concentrations could cause eye, nose, throat irritation and dizziness.

Chlorine is an element that occurs naturally as sodium chloride (table salt). It is used to purify
98% of our nation's drinking water, is in 85% of all medicines, is used in hospital sanitation, and
is the basic building block in the production of many of Dow - LAO's products. Some of these
consumer products are laundry bleach, garden and lawn herbicides, vinyl siding for homes, and
PVC piping and fittings. Chlorine is a greenish yellow gas with a strong, irritating odor. The
vapor can be irritating to the eyes, nose and throat.

Section II - OBSERVATIONS
PART 68—CHEMICAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PROVISIONS
Subpart A—General

~ 68.3 Definitions.

Accidental release means an unanticipated emission of a regulated substance or other extremely
hazardous substance into the ambient air from a stationary source.

Covered process means a process that has a regulated substance present in more than a threshold
quantity as determined under § 68.115.




DOW CHEMICAL Plaquemine, La. Chemical Company

68.10 Applicability.

DOW is a stationary source that has more than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance in a
process so these regulations are applicable.

68.12 General requirements.

DOW has submitted a single RMP that reflects all covered processes. As a facility with Program
3 processes, DOW must develop and implement a management system, conduct a hazard
assessment, implement the prevention requirements of 68.65 through 68.87, develop and
implement an emergency response program, and submit the data elements from 68.175 in their
RMP.

68.15 Management System.

The facility provided a management system with a typical organization chart that distinguished
and identified the organizational structure and the positions assigned to RMP elements and their
responsibilities, Management system / Organizational Chart and RMP Element Champion Table.
I observed this by the organization chart that distinguished and identified the organizational
structure and the positions assigned to RMP elements and their responsibilities.

Subpart B—Hazard Assessment
68.20 Applicability.

DOW is a program 3 stationary source subject to this part and thus required to prepare a worst
case release scenario analysis and complete the five year accident history.

68.22 Offsite consequence analysis parameters.
68.25 Worst-case release scenario analysis.
68.28 Alternative release scenario analysis.
68.30 Defining offsite impacts—population.
68.33 Defining offsite impacts—environment.

[ reviewed the documentation provided to make this analysis with any information pertaining to
data reviewed for section 68.22-68.33 or any Offsite Consequence Analysis (OCA) data. The
facility used the EPA OCA Guidance Reference Tables, Equations, and the PHAST Model for
the worst case scenario and the alternative scenario. DOW identified environmental receptors
that would be included in the distance to the endpoint. The population included in the distance to
the endpoint in the Risk Management Plan was estimated using the latest US Census and
information using a computer based mapping system, to two significant figures as required. No
areas of concern were identified from my review.

68.36 Review and update.

DOW indicated that the OCA is reviewed and completed at least once every five years. . 1
reviewed this data and no areas of concern were noted.




DOW CHEMICAL Plaquemine, La. Chemical Company

68.39 Documentation.

DOW maintained documentation describing the vessel selected as worst case scenario, and
assumptions and parameters used. A description of the scenarios identified, assumptions and
parameters used, and the rationale for the selection of specific scenarios were documented by
DOVW including documentation for estimated quantity release rate, and duration of release,
methodology used to determine distances to endpoints, and data used to estimate population and
environmental receptors potentially affected.

68.42 Five-year accident history.

DOW is reporting in their RMP accident history all incidents that may cause or have caused
injuries or catastrophic releases. DOW stated that they considered significant property damage
over $500,000.00 dollars which is a low assessment and conservative.

Subpart D—Program 3 Prevention Program
68.65 Process safety information.

DOW provided me documentation of process safety information including information
pertaining to the hazards of substances in the processes, pertaining to the technology of the
process, and pertaining to the equipment in the process. DOW provided Piping and Instrument
Diagrams (P&IDs), block diagrams, and process descriptions of the RMP processes.

68.67 Process hazard analysis.

I selected for review the Process Hazard Analysis (PHA) Revalidation for all applicable units at
the facility included a thorough revision of one of the units including LHC2 the PHAs that was

requested and reviewed with the company. There were no areas of concern with any revision of
the PHA. The PHAs have been completed and revised for new and older units. They have been

revised many times before the 5 year interval.

68.69 Operating procedures.

[ reviewed the operation procedures for the startup procedure, normal operation procedure
temporary operations, emergency shutdown procedures and emergency procedures, normal
shutdown procedures and it included reviewing the operating limits for that unit, the operating
procedure are also on their intranet and in control room. No area of concern was noted with the
operation procedures and the content.

Upon entry to the Facility, I requested five years of certified operating procedures for all covered
processes. DOW provided all certification of operating procedures for the entire facility. It
appeared that some were not conducted or could not be located for the year in 2010. They did
have the previous years 2008 and 2009 through 2013. DOW provided documentation for
operating procedures which have been annually certified in last three years.
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68.71 Training.

DOW provided training records for all employees for one year and inspectors for two years from
a database training record management system. I selected one person from each unit to review
their complete training history. Their training histories were provided and I reviewed operator
training histories and records for maintenance workers and emergency responders. Dow also
audits their contractors and provides training for that particular process on the hazards of the
process.

68.73 Mechanical integrity.

DOW stated that few, if any, out of date inspections were due for what they considered critical
equipment. I reviewed the fixed equipment records for five years including critical, safety, DCS,
alarms and rotating equipment. I requested a list of any and all out of date inspections at DOW for
all internal and external fixed, rotating equipment, electrical systems, DCS systems, monitoring
systems certifications, safety and critical, alarm systems, fans, and underground piping. There were
no areas of concern. In 2010 and 2011 Dow had not completed some critical instrument inspections
and a few safety instrument systems but they were all completed before this inspection.

68.73 (e) Equipment deficiencies.

DOW is correcting deficiencies that were outside the acceptable limits as evident in the corrosion
studies and mechanical integrity inspections that were conducted and the records that I reviewed.

68.73 ()(2) Quality Assurance.

The facility is conducting the appropriate inspections on all the equipment.

68.75 Management of change.

I requested a list of five years of approved funded expenditures (AFEs) in order to assess if a
major change took place in a covered process. After reviewing this list, I select one or two areas
that have had major changes for further review of documentation associated with the AFEs. I
checked the Process instrument diagrams (P&IDs) in order to inspect if the changes had been
conducted on the diagrams and in the field. I also reviewed the Operating Procedures, Training,
PHAs revisions, PHAs recommendations, SIS systems updates, calibrations and certifications. I
also reviewed the training for individuals conducting the analyses.

DOW provided written standard operating procedures for Management of Change (MOC). This
procedure addresses the technical basis for the change, the impact on safety and health,
modifications or operating procedures, and authorization requirements for the proposed change.
Necessary time period for the change was clearly identified as being considered in all MOCs.
MOCs are broken down into three categories Emergency (requiring immediate attention),
Temporary (not to exceed six months), and Permanent (changes that are made for over six
months). No areas of concern were identified with the MOC procedures.
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68.79 Compliance audits.

After reviewing the compliance audits prepared by DOW, it appears that the facility is going
over all the elements of the RMP, finding recommendations, and assigning these technical details
to staff. Compliance certifications were conducted in 2009 and October 2012. The Compliance
Audit in 2012 identified many technical PHA issues which were promptly corrected.

68.81 Incident investigation.

I obtained a list of all incidents at the facility in the last five years (from 3/8/2008 to 6/11/2013).
All incidents are investigated within 48 hours and a team is assigned to the recommendations and
findings. The facility uses the incidents as required in the Process Hazard Analysis to identify
any mitigating factors that might have been overlooked or that still leave an opportunity for
improvement. DOW is reporting in their RMP accident history all incidents that may cause or
have caused injuries or catastrophic releases. DOW stated that they considered significant
property damage over $500,000.00 dollars which is low assessment and conservative. Incidents
reviewed were selected in order to examine if they were due to failures of RMP elements. I
found no areas of concern that were within the last three years and the ones that had occurred
happened in the dismantled Vinyl chloride facility.

68.85 Hot work permit.

DOW stated that there were many hot work permits performed in the covered process units for
the past two months: The work permits were checked off in the JHA. I requested several Hot
Work permits. These permits showed that DOW was conducting LEL readings. Also, it appeared
that DOW was conducting a job hazard analysis and reviewing many of them with not only
employees but contractors.

68.83 Emplovee participation.

DOW has developed and provided a copy of a written plan of action to implement the employee
participation. I observed and reviewed the records and it met all the conditions as required.

68.87 Contractors.

DOW stated that it has a corporate policy which defines the requirements for the management of
contractor selection and evaluation. They also provided documents which proved that they do
audits on the contractor’s safety performance. I was provided the audits that Dow conducts on
the contractors and they also oversee the injury and accident history of the contractors.

Subpart E—Emergency Response
68.90 Applicability.

DOW is a stationary source with program 3 processes that are subject to this part and thus
required to comply with the requirements of 68.95. DOW employees will respond to accidental
releases of regulated substances. Iinspected the fire station emergency equipment and
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interviewed (the safety contractor) and explained the urgency of keeping accurate records of the
emergency equipment inspections.

68.95 Emergency response program.

I was provided the DOW Emergency Operations Procedures and Plan. This emergency plan
includes procedures for informing the public and Parish local emergency response agencies
about accidental releases. First aid and emergency medical treatment is mentioned in the
emergency procedure; more hazard specific medical treatment information was housed in a
separate medical file. This document is available on the same share point site with the emergency
response plan and available to all employees. Procedures of the use, maintenance, inspection,
and testing of emergency equipment were provided to EPA. I reviewed all training records and
inspections of the emergency equipment for all employees in the fire brigade, and training.

Subpart G—Risk Management Plan
68.150 Submission.

DOW has submitted a singlé RMP which includes the information required in 40 CFR 68.155.

Section III — AREAS OF CONCERN

No areas of concern with any elements of the of the risk management plan were observed which
would prevent the facility from implementing the risk management plan successfully.

Section IV - FOLLOW UP

Dow corrected their Management system (68.15) in order to be consistent with the elements of
the RMP and not just OSHA’s PSM. This concern was resolved on site.

Dow also addressed the emergency response plan on site by including the health considerations
of exposure for every toxic chemical into the emergency plan during this inspection. Dow had
the emergency information but it was not located within the emergency response plan as
required. Dow corrected this immediately and no other area of concern is noted.

Attachments

All attachments are found in Dow Confidential file includes:

In one Folder labeled as CBI labeled with attachment numbers

A. Management system,

B. Employee Participation Plan,

C. PHA revision, compliance audits,

D. Fixed equipment mechanical integrity includes sprinkler system audit, edms release notices,
E. SIS inspections critical equipment, IF inspections, Fire equipment inspections

F. DOW Siting and near miss procedure

G. CD with other CBI RMP information
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Axiall Corporation — Plaguemine Facility
Inspection Date: 09/17 — 19/2013

Section | - INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE INSPECTION

During September 17 - 19, 2013, an unannounced Clean Air Act (CAA) partial compliance evaluation
(PCE) was conducted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) — Region 6 at the
Axiall Corporation — Plaquemine facility (Facility) located at 26100 Louisiana Highway 405 South,
Plaguemine, Louisiana. The inspection was conducted under the authority granted by Section 114 of the
CAA. The purpose of the inspection was to survey all operating process units to locate excess emissions
from leaks, unpermitted releases, or other discharges to ambient air that do not conform with permit
requirements. During the inspection, we used the following monitoring equipment to locate emissions:
1) two FLIR" Infrared cameras (IR cameras), 2) lon Science” PhoCheck Tiger’ Photoionization Detectors
(PIDs), and 3) a Thermo Scientific’ Toxic Vapor Analyzer (TVA) 1000B.

Upon entry, Ms. Dorothy Crawford, Ms. Jennifer Gibbs, Mr. Craig Lutz, and | (Mr. Greg Valentine)
proceeded to the guardhouse to check in, obtain visitor badges, and view the required safety video. We
were joined there by Messrs. Cory Lormand and Yanfu Zhao, Louisiana Department of Environmental
Quality (LDEQ) CAA inspectors. Ms. Hillary Garner, Manager, Environmental Services, was notified of our
arrival by the guards and met us at the guardhouse. Mr. Lutz, Ms. Gibbs, and | presented our credentials.
Ms. Crawford also presented her government identification to Ms. Garner, who then escorted us to a
conference room, where we were met by Ms. Katie Roberson, Environmental Engineer, and Mr. David
Goldsmith, International Regulatory Specialist.

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

The facility was originally built by Georgia-Pacific in 1968 and is more than 900 acres in size. On January
28, 2013, PPG Chemicals and Georgia-Pacific merged and changed the name of the facility from Georgia-
Pacific to Axiall. The facility employs 450 Axiall employees and approximately 550 contractors. The
facility operates twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, and 365 days a year. There are four
production units: a Chlorine Caustic (CC), Vinyl Chloride Monomer (VCM), Polyvinyl Chloride (PVC), and
Phenol (Aromatics) unit; a Cogeneration unit, a Utilities unit, and a Bio Treatment unit at the facility.
Each production unit pre-treats wastewater prior to sending it to the Bio Treatment Plant at the north
end of the facility. The facility also owns barge docks on the Mississippi River for loading and unloading
of caustic and chemicals.

Upon our arrival at the conference room, Ms. Crawford conducted an entrance briefing, described the
purpose of our inspection to Ms. Garner, Ms. Roberson and Mr. Goldsmith, and requested a process
overview for all onsite processes. Mr. Tommy Dispenza provided a summary of the process overview,
which is discussed in the paragraphs below, and flow diagrams for the four production units which are in
Appendix 1. Additionally, during the entry briefing, Ms. Crawford informed Ms. Garner of the need for
the facility representatives to alert EPA if any Confidential Business Information is provided during the
inspection.

Chlorine Caustic (CC):

Saltwater is sent through the caustic/chlorine (cathode/anode) cells where direct current (DC)
electricity is introduced and chlorine, caustic, and hydrogen are produced. There are
approximately 270 of these cells onsite at the facility. The chlorine gas is compressed and routed
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to the VCM unit. The caustic is run through an evaporator to make fifty percent caustic which is
sold as a product via barge, rail car, and tanker truck. The hydrogen is sent to the Cogeneration
unit to offset natural gas purchases. This unit has a scheduled maintenance shutdown
approximately every three years.

VCM:

Chlorine is reacted with ethylene to make ethylene dichloride (EDC). The EDC is then cracked to
form VCM. The VCM is purified and sent to the PVC unit. VCM is stored onsite in pressurized
spheres. Ethylene is purchased from Shell and Exxon. This unit has a scheduled maintenance
shutdown approximate!y every three years.

PVC:

VCM is sent to the reactors, mixed with water, catalyst, and additives and “cooked” for a few
hours in a batch reaction. There are currently twenty PVC reactors at the facility. Following the
reactors, the PVC slurry stream is sent through slurry strippers to remove VCM. VCM returns to
the recovered VCM system to make more PVC. Wet slurry is centrifuged and PVC goes through
contact dryers (i.e., PVC contacts steam coils and heat drives off VCM). PVCis shipped offsite,
primarily through railcar or is stored onsite in silos. PVC resin is compounded, pelletized, and
extruded by the end user. This unit has scheduled maintenance shutdowns as needed. There are
five process trains so the facility can rotate outages. Operations are contingent on the inventory
and availability of vinyl.

Phenol, Acetone, and AMS (Aromatics):

Cumene, which is barged in from Pasadena, Texas, is sent through oxidizers to form cumene
hydroperoxide (CHP). CHP is sent through cleavage reactors with sulfuric acid and the final
product is distilled into acetone, alpha methyl styrene (AMS), and phenol which are sent offsite
as a product via tanker truck, barge, and rail car. The Phenol unit has scheduled maintenance
shutdowns every two 10 three years.

Cogeneration (Cogen):

The Cogeneration unit produces 240 Megawatts per day (MW/d) of electricity, enough to power
Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Utilities (UTIL):

The Utilities unit produces clean water for use in processes, maintains fire water, and treats
steam blowdowns for water reuse.

Section Il - OBSERVATIONS

After making entry on September 17, 2013, we were escorted to a conference room where we
conducted the entrance briefing. A sign-in sheet for the entrance briefing is provided as Appendix 2. Ms.
Crawford explained the purpose and process of the inspection and told Ms. Garner, Ms. Roberson and
Mr. Goldsmith that the plan was to conduct walk-through surveys of all process units at the Facility
using IR cameras, PIDs, and TVAs. It was later determined, based on the limitations of the IR cameras
(i.e., they are unable to “see” the emissions of the chemicals/constituents in the CC, VCM, and PVC
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processes) and PIDs that we would only conduct the walk-through surveys in the North Tank Farm (NTF)

Following the process description we hagd a discussion about the facility’s Leak Detection and Repair
(LDAR) program. It should be noted that prior to conducting this Inspection, EPA sent a Clean Air Act
(CAA) 114 information request to the facility requesting their LDAR monitoring data. LDAR is conducted
by four facility LDAR technicians, each of which is a former unit operator. The facility conducts LDAR
monitoring in-house and has done s0 since 2000. First attempts at repair are made by maintenance
technicians from repair tickets submitted by the LDAR technicians. Following the first attempt at repair,
maintenance technicians notify the LDAR coordinator (each unit has one) to have the LDAR technicians
remonitor the component(s). According to facility personnel, there are approximately 63,000 LDAR
regulated components onsite.

Roberson, and mr. Goldsmith that we would break for lunch and would like to conduct walk-through
surveys of the NTF and barge loading Operations upon our return at 1:00 pm. During the break, we
calibrated the monitoring equipment. ‘

Upon our retyrn from our lunch/calibration break, we returned to the conference room where Ms.
Garner informed us that the facility was not loading anything at the barge loading docks. Due to the IR
camera’s inability to detect caustic emissions, we decided to focus our efforts on the NTF.

The following subsections describe the emissions monitoring activities that were conducted in each
process/loading area. A Facility Plot Plan js provided as Appendix 3. Please note the Bio Treatment unit
is located to the north, outside the Plot Plan boundary. Fugitive Emissions Investigation Logs, used for
recording information the inspection team found during the process unit walk-through surveys, are
provided as Appendix 4. These subsections are arranged in chronological order. '

North Tank Farm:

We departed for the NTE (shown on the Facility Plot Plan, provided as Appendix 3, north of the
UTIL and Phenol areas) where we were joined by Mr. Odis Sanders, Senior LDAR Technician, and
Mr. Brian Collier, LDAR technician. We used two IR cameras and two PIDs to detect Volatile

scrubber that had been pPe€rmanently removed from service, according to facility personnel,
emitting uncontrolled vapors (see Appendix 5, Videos 1, 2 (close-up) and 3 (rainbow pallet)).
“ Due to the location of the emission point on the scrubber, we were unable to obtain a

briefing on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, Ms. Garner informed us that they are looking at
other designs for the hatch (e.g., new gasket). She indicated that the facility planned to do
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something to correct the issue with the hatch. Next, we proceeded along the west side of the
NTF where we observed emissions from a Catalytic Thermal Oxidizer (CTO) attached to a
cumene storage tank (see Appendix 5, Video 5, see Appendix 7 for operational data for the CTO
for the hours of 2:30 pm to 3:30pm on Tuesday, September 17, 2013). Due to the location of the
emission point and the heat of the CTO, we were unable to obtain a quantifying reading of the
emissions using the TVA. During the daily end of day exit briefing on Wednesday, September 18,
2013, Ms. Garner informed us that the CTO is set at 600°F (with a minimum temperature of
550°F and a maximum temperature of 1200°F) and that it is a permitted emission point and the
emissions are reported. Ms. Garner also indicated the CTO is not required by the regulations,
but is used to reduce emissions from the cumene tank. As we continued the walk-through of the
NTF, we observed a large dent at the top of the east side of the cumene storage tank (see
Appendix 6, Photograph 2. IR video of the emissions exiting the hole in the tank can be seen in
Video 6 in Appendix 5. According to facility personnel, the internal support structure of the tank
was damaged and collapsed causing the damage to the tank that we observed. We were unable
to obtain a definitive answer to how this damage was caused or how long ago the damage
occurred. During the daily end of day exit briefing on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, Ms.
Garner informed us that the project to empty the tank into another tank and repair the damage
in the current tank was awarded and is expected to be completed by the end of the year. Tank
repairs also include an inspection of the tank following repairs.

Following the walk-through of the NTF, we returned to the conference room where we provided a short
exit briefing to Ms. Garner and facility personnel. Ms. Crawford discussed the areas of concern we
observed in the NTF and requested that we continue the inspection at 8:00 am the following morning.

Wednesday, September 18, 2013

Upon arrival at the facility on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, we calibrated our equipment and
proceeded to the conference room to coordinate the day’s events. At approximately 8:50 am, we
departed to the Phenol unit where we met with Mr. Brannon Devillier, Phenol Operator, and obtained
monogoggles, which are required when walking within the unit due to acidic constituents in the process.
We initiated the walk-through at approximately 9:00 am.

Phenol Unit:

We found a leaking process drain using the PID and then quantified the leak at 15,600 ppm with
the TVA (see Appendix 6, Photograph 3). Facility LDAR personnel confirmed the leak at 16,000
ppm with their TVA. Next, we discovered two Open-Ended Lines (OELs) (see Appendix 6,
Photographs 4 and 5), neither of which registered to be leaking when monitored by the TVA.
Upon further investigation, facility personnel were able to determine that each OEL was double-
blocked and therefore not open-ended. As we proceeded through the unit, we discovered a
second leaking process drain (see Appendix 6, Photograph 6) that we recorded to be leaking at
5,500 ppm, using our TVA, and the facility confirmed the leak at 14,000 ppm with their TVA. A
visible leak was observed emitting from pump 02-76134 (see Appendix 6, Photograph 7) which
is attached to cleavage reactor tank 02-47014. According to facility personnel, the material
found under the pump was cleavage mix. No TVA or IR recordings were collected because this
was a dried up heavy liquids leak that was no longer emitting. Pump 31073 was found to be
leaking at 8,400 ppm and confirmed by facility personnel at 24,800 ppm with their TVA (see
Appendix 6, Photograph 8). We observed a facility LDAR technician tag the pump as a leaker.
Prior to breaking for lunch, we observed an OEL near LDAR tag 31639 and heavy oil cooker 02-
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43103 (see Appendix 6, Photograph 9). The TVA did not obtain a reading from the OEL. At
approximately 11:40 am, we exited the Phenol unit to go to lunch.

We returned from lunch at approximately 1:00 pm, performed a mid-day drift check of our TVA
(see Appendix 8 for Calibration Forms), and then proceeded to the conference room where we
reconvened with the facility personnel. We returned to the Phenol unit at approximately 1:20
pm. We found a sample port leaking at 13,500 ppm and the facility LDAR personnel confirmed
the leak at 3,600 ppm with their TVA (see Appendix 5, Video 7 and Appendix 6, Photograph 10)
near the heavy end tower reflux pump area. According to facility personnel, the sample port is
permitted. Next, we found a leaking pipe under the stormwater sump grate (see Appendix 5,
Video 8 and Appendix 6, Photograph 11) near the heavy end tower reflux pump area and a
phenol drainage drum. We monitored the pipe and found it to be leaking at a concentration of
30,000 ppm and the facility personnel confirmed the leak at a concentration of 45,000 ppm with
their TVA. As we proceeded through the Phenol unit, we observed an open valve discharging
process wastewater (see Appendix 6, Photographs 12 and 13) to the surface {concrete) and
draining to an open grate that ultimately drains to the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP/Bio
Treatment Plant). There was a tag (labeled work order 392644) in the area of the open valve.
Facility personnel consider this stream to be low ppm wastewater and are sending it via surface
exposed drainage. Ms. Crawford obtained readings of 100 to 200 ppm using our TVA at two to
four inches above the water surface in the drain under the grate downstream from the
discharge point. Ms. Crawford obtained a reading of less than 1 ppm from the open grate drain
at a location approximately 15 feet upstream of where the process wastewater entered the
open grate drain. It was not determined during the inspection if the open grate drain receiving
the process wastewater conveyed the flows to the oil/water separator located near the Phenol
Tank Farm inspected on September 19, 2013 (see below). Ms. Crawford observed the process
wastewater discharge earlier when the team left the Phenol unit for lunch. When we inquired
about the reason for this discharge, Mr. Devillier said there was too much process wastewater
for the piping system to handle. Mr. Lutz asked if they had made a determination on the
wastewater being discharged (i.e., Group 1 Wastewater Stream or Group 2 Wastewater Stream
under the HON). Ms. Roberson responded that they would have to do some investigating before
they could provide an answer. During the exit briefing on Thursday, September 19, 2013, Ms.
Garner told us that a determination had been made and the wastewater being discharged had
total VOC less than 500 ppm. Mr. Lutz asked when the determination had been made and Ms.
Garner admitted that it was made after our concern was brought to their attention. We
completed the walk-through of the Phenol unit at approximately 3:40 pm and returned to the
conference room to conduct the daily end of day exit briefing. The process wastewater
discharge was observed as we left the Phenol unit.

Ms. Crawford conducted the daily end of day exit briefing and notified Ms. Garner of the issues that
were discovered during the walk-through. Ms. Garner then addressed the issues that we discovered the
previous day (refer to the second paragraph under the NTF section above). It was decided that we would
start again at 8:00 am the following morning and we would concentrate our efforts on the loading racks
and docks, if appropriate. We departed the facility at approximately 4:15 pm.
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Thursday, September 19, 2013

Upon arrival at the facility on Thursday, September 19, 2013, we calibrated our equipment then
proceeded to the conference room. We requested to observe all loading rack operations at the facility.
According to facility personnel there was one loading rack that would be loading caustic and phenol and
the barge loading operations at the dock were only loading caustic. We proceeded to the loading rack at
approximately 8:30 am.

Loading Racks:

When we arrived at the loading rack (shown on Facility Plot Plan provided as Appendix 3, north
of Phenol area, east of NTF) we were told that we had just missed a phenol truck loading but a
second truck would be there shortly. We were delayed for nearly two hours due to cancellations
of trucks that were suppose to load phenol. A truck finally arrived and was weighed at
approximately 10:20 am and began loading at approximately 10:35 am. We observed the
loading operations using two IR cameras and two PiDs. Neither camera detected emissions and
the PIDs recorded minimal deflections from background. The truck finished loading at
approximately 10:55 am and we proceeded to the phenol process tanks on the south side of the
Phenol unit.

Phenol Process Tank Farm:

While conducting an inspection of the phenol process tank farm (shown on Facility Plot Plan
provided as Appendix 3, southern portion of Phenol area) Ms. Gibbs discovered an oil/water
separator, also referred to as the sump, that was emitting VOCs at concentrations of 1,000 to
1,500 ppm at two separate openings (see Appendix 5, Video 9). Ms. Garner stated the
separator, or sump, contained oil and stormwater. Facility LDAR Technicians confirmed the
readings with a concentration of 2,390 ppm with their TVA. The separator was located on the
east side of the phenol process tank farm.

We returned from lunch at approximately 1:30 pm and adjourned to the conference room to prepare
for our 2:00 pm exit briefing. A sign-in sheet for the exit briefing is provided as Appendix 9.

The exit briefing began at 2:00 pm on Thursday, September 19, 2013, with introductions of all
attendees. Ms. Crawford then reviewed what we did during the inspection, equipment we used, and
what we observed each day during the inspection, as well as, the chronic ambient air issues throughout
the phenol unit. There were numerous areas where the PID detected elevated readings but a source
could not be found, leading us to believe that the unit was not as “tight” as it could be. Areas of Concern
(AOC) discovered during the inspection are discussed above and listed in Section Ill — Areas of Concern,
below. Additionally, Ms. Crawford discussed the process following the inspection (e.g., the report
writing, quality assurance/quality control steps for the report, and the assigning of an enforcement
officer) with the facility personnel. Assignment of an inspection report to an enforcement officer does
not necessarily mean an enforcement action is to follow. It was also discussed that | would be the report
writer and Ms. Gibbs would be the enforcement officer. We finished the exit briefing by answering any
questions the facility personnel had and thanked them for their time.

Following the exit briefing, Ms. Garner discussed some of the repairs that were made on AOC we
discovered. The leaking pipe (gooseneck) under the grate was disconnected and blinded. The gauge
hatch on the acetone tank was C-clamped down and will be replaced with a more appropriate
hatch/cap. She reiterated that the contract had been awarded to build a pipeline from the damaged
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cumene tank to another tank in order to transfer cumene from the damaged tank to allow for repairs.
When asked during the exit briefing, facility representatives were unable to provide information on the
approximate time frame for when the cumene tank was damaged. Copies of IR videos and digital
photographs were provided to Ms. Garner by Mr. Lutz. Lastly, | asked who would serve as our Point-of-
Contact (POC) for questions and for the final report. Ms. Garner is to receive the final report and Ms.
Roberson is the POC for questions/requests. We departed the facility at 2:45 pm.

Section Il — AREAS OF CONCERN

The following are concerns observed during the walk-through of the facility:

Acetone Scrubber (out of service) in NTF emitting

Acetone storage tank sample/gauging hatch in NTF emitting at 89,100 ppm

Emission from cumene tank CTO in NTF

Emissions from dent and hole in the top eastside of cumene tank in NTF

Leaking process drain in Phenol unit emitting at 15,600 ppm (confirmed by Facility LDAR

technicians at 16,000 ppm)

Leaking process drain in Phenol unit emitting at 5,500 ppm (confirmed by Facility LDAR

technicians at 14,000 ppm)

7. Visible leak on pump 02-76134 for cleavage reactor tank 02-47014 in the Phenol unit

8. Pump 31073 leaking at 8,400 ppm (confirmed by Facility LDAR technicians at 24,800 ppm)in
Phenol unit

9. OEL near LDAR tag 31639 (Heavy Oil Cooker 02-43103) in Phenol unit

10.Sample port leaking at 13,500 ppm near heavy end tower reflux pump area (confirmed by
Facility LDAR technicians at 3,600 ppm) in Phenol unit

11.Pipe under grate near heavy end tower reflux-pump area and phenol draining drum in Phenol
unit leaking at 30,000 ppm (confirmed by Facility LDAR technicians at 45,000 ppm)

12.0pen valve discharging process wastewater (this could be a possible uncontrolled (open to air)
HON Group 1 wastewater) to concrete and then to open grate/drain in Phenol unit

13.0il/Stormwater separator emitting VOCs at 1,000 to 1,500 ppm from two separate openings in
the Phenol Process Tanks area (confirmed by Facility LDAR technicians at 2,390 ppm)

14.Chronic ambient air issues throughout the phendl unit. There were numerous areas where the

PID detected elevated readings but a source was never found, leading us to believe that the

unit was not a “tight” as it could be.

SEL D~

o

For additional information on these AOC, see Section Il — Observations, above.

Section IV - FOLLOW UP

Not applicable.




Axiall Corporation — Plaguemine Facility
Inspection Date: 09/17 —19/2013

Section V — LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix 1 — Process Flow Diagrams
Appendix 2 — Entrance Briefing Sign-in Sheet
Appendix 3 — Facility Plot Plan

Appendix 4 — Fugitive Emissions Logs
Appendix 5 - IR Video Log

Appendix 6 — Photograph Log

Appendix 7 — Operational Data for CTO
Appendix 8 — Method 21 Calibration Logs

Appendix 9 — Exit Briefing Sign-in Sheet



APPENDIX 1




65000 193f014 wug?wg@

0007 Arenuer nna@\ Nﬁaﬁ yuBL Hue | sue)
ot *Os*™H 'os’H *os*™H
weldey(] Mo[] §§3201J sBeioig S T " T
JUB[J d1ISNED/IULIO[Y)) suug aing o} suug Y Y Y
eueisino] ‘surusnbeq T 96-2 96-9 96§
" 5| ioEayaid
D171 'STANIA ANV 5 P siossaidwon 10d 181000 %4 | w:_wm < _.m o.m.o A’E&l
mg<UHSﬁmU HMWHDU ﬁwmoaw usbo) re m Cwmou_u%: [e8g 2% | ON - €% Z 1L ON €2 ZLON
w ] yoyoy
jiltTa] Y Y Y 00-¢ 002 00-L S)NoID
> ADA Nth OO«D OO!W WM.N._‘ ‘ON
oL sjozuodep
o 40 A sramo]
> | imesy WOA Bukig unong |
Jadng a) - 8suHoIyd € ON
18M328Y > Bm:mz&&c_ b <o
E) .
12 < 13 < JOJBURLT Yy [ wnong
B 9]00]) |« suLo| < ; -
T 1 . o R | o T Lzon |
uoissaidwod Jojeuiuy
1w [T swAg SiEas SIeSS
«uwvo._m <« wnnoeA ainssaid FTRETTL)
15 ﬁ 1Mo E ON
Wiv [esodsiq
NuBj| usaQ laqqruog aupolyD
Jayinbri _ Jsuinbn | abeiols axeg jsheyxy
fKiepuooseg | Kewng 1DH apoyjen s0}s8qsy
(€672 €8zt €Ly Jojeiodeag >
\ A Y Pay3
s|drupeny Silgledice)
-« - €9'C'L "ON
aBelojg Jonbry
SjesuUapuUo) |« 13 oM
syuey
Bugeinou) Ve koﬁ%_ﬂo_cu < ) ju SNSnED |
olsne) “adtH ©npold uonend4 B - %eL |
HOEN [ % Bujjood
%08 onsned
SLEY nert weslg
afeiolg
sulg paJsjid sio)i4 s1g)esyald sbeiojg abeiois
auug Jojeimes asuug suug aind sulg mey
< suig Jsyued auug syuej. <
yuel - B uonoesy suug suld
pea suug HUEL B ] M mey
: : o62101S [OH . _(I\Ln
j J0JEI0dEAT BEM
- i HO®BN uoposful
« ﬁmé woly jes —




100t Arenigag
6500°106100

SIUEY

su

weidei mofy $8001d
jueld WOA/DQE

euersmor] ‘eurmanbeld
0171 ‘SIAULA 29 S[ERIWAYD J[ND BIB103D

s

wngeas |
OH

oipAysa
flelolyd

‘8-z ‘8L-1) '8L-0)

KT sowetio LL 1 % + memwoa3
palancoey V v OHO 8pnID ses) JUBA OHO
juel sbing Sselq snoanby
jeaibojolg
SEO JUSA _Eozo\\
- JUBA
Jaddu
HIS VNV oy
L NV N 529 1UOA
spug
AneeH gd0a ddod
0} youany
003 < \ Ve
NOA  €————\ o
fianooey sajABaH \
|/ L
o L L )
| SRR e———
TOH Jonpoid-Ag ’ S1oNpoid-Ag AhEaH
Wb 44O
spuz Wi  HP.ddOd —
Y 7 14
3pAosd 043 ﬁ
3y
18GJ0SqQyY
peddms auiojyd
B. 1onpaid
H a3
ausn Y, suslAuig
UOUBND  gg-pYigyegl
uabAxQ

e




sl

ssuel | oiis - B eBrynueD < (uepiuisuL) ALRIS PBISACDY
\.Amo do_m.>wo i .aon.>mo ‘ = yue| pusig
f H 3 -
Bujpeoy 0821 08-cZ | dojpaed | | uonesedss |
\4 Y ‘0822 v Splios sdwng
‘68-G.‘68-C ‘28€ ‘28 T Y wos
-Z08-8 ‘08-L '€.-6C 31BN
Soiis ‘€L-LT “€L-9T ‘€475
< < ssedAq wnig
¥6-€Z '68-8 ‘68-L
‘08-81 ‘€L-8E ‘€L-LE SuSaL0G i
'e1-9€ ‘€L-GE ‘€LVE C
'€L€8 8128 BLIE 1 sobnynusD .
e SIBN308Y sis8AiQg sielig |
- j
¢0-2 _vm.«v 'v6
S8U0PAD SBUOJAD ¢l ‘y6-Z) ‘p6-L1 08 Xouwild
- . -€Z ‘v6-0 ‘¥6-8 '¥6-S
68-€ '61-L} ‘€161 oy V62 ‘68 w
'e2-Gl ‘eL-vL ‘€LEL i . . P :
Y -v68-1 '08-¥C 08-€C A\ L | sjuel
‘81-8 ‘8/-L ‘8.-9 ‘8LG pus|g
‘9l ‘84-€ 8.2 8L} %
¥
, SU2sI0S S0-€
oom.z,w ‘08-€2
08-€2 | €L A
Ajioe ‘Ll y (wuapiulauy) ALNIS palsACosy
yolesssy Aun|g padduis . wsisAS J81eMm
ond ) el “ §0-¢ '66-LL < payuyp sojpue siemo Buijood
duing ﬂ Y
; K stadding syue)
Nm.r eLy weers | Aunig umopmolg : f
A § (yuenuwaju) Anig paisoday
X s10j0e8Y
i Aung
4%00°}06150 mug?a@ s g —
5007 Jaquieydag : Q.\A u,ﬂg J0deA ode i sjue]
¥ ﬁ WOA A i uBiem
. . ealy - WOA "
weibe)q mol4 ss8001d Kisn0osy | 1shiered 1 sBaiog
WOA
FESEIN
euRISINGT ‘ysiied a|jiataq] ‘aujwanbeld Buipeojun sBeioig
eld OAd wessadsig Aing y08-61
‘51" 's|AULA pue s[esiway) ying eibioss Aiepuooss uesiadsia




welbelq moj4 ssodoid

jue]q duolady/jouayd
eueisnoT ‘eulwenbeld

SIUBA  mmemmmmeoeee

oemaseyy € T

< Bysemaa AEL
381ng [Edibojolg oL J ssooig €

19)EMULIOIS
pesyianQ snoenby
— ~ T5dd5] Spug AABSH

Jsjiog EYSEIgEN

0} sjI0 AreoH €——
pue s Wb

1adduis
jousyd

18jue09Q
IOJEMBISEM

e e e e e e ot e
——

" wedg 18JEM
Jaqqruog bujpeo I
pue afeio}g o pshormcs 1
jousud o1 R !
, o
»
Alnw” |
=R uolyeoyUng < un abeaes|) UOIBUSOUOD uonEpIXO P
e . K BuipeoT40
= ableg
3 I
Spkoay “ susWng
Jap0qay SO I sjokoay
samoy } i auswng apioay ] ; A 18SU3PUOD
spu3 | h » LT SANMueL
AneaH 1 i . P\@\Mmﬁouw
Y K19A009Y JUSA 1_s s " auswWwn)
0/-81 pazIjenus) ! wasAs |
: Mwwﬁu%% 1ossa1dwod oNN«.

A | eparpXO

}
H
'
T
4

. Ve ;
N S (O1¥) 1921PIXO : ( “ SjBSUSpUOD
; 10ssaidwo : y :
uB|d JOUBYIBIN WO} JUS, o‘wm>o wz_w‘_ﬁwm“w_.mm 0rs sebyo
JuB|d [OUBYIAIN WOL JLBA, jusA Jaddo) spu3 AresH ; ' 182ipiXQ
SUET O 195N : : i
{ uogqien :
M Rewud — [€--seeeemmeeeon e




APPENDIX 2




= //,)(szm [/ L Glrcmind ?ﬁé//%
- *\/_:rﬂzrfm/t o /MYé\/U . -
/‘)fwnu?——w (ZA/DP( SeniZ . I e / %)évoﬁm
b:m%b v pm-ﬂfmn US WZ& cratom  porsthu@ipa. 4ou 2ULST77)
(\ \O0A Q\l N US=PARG Lutz.C fa{(i@(éﬁm,@m/\j (UL - 29D
Ko*r\a iO'r*rrWrzj 451 /mu; Lo Pmtyx/@/nt , (O'j(g-}u/ (B25)5/F ~30%0
\/a mcu Zhaeo LPER  Yantushoo @lecGob 22522092313
Dd)/e éa/c/fm/ Z‘Z //mz// %n), em// w/L%/ z,m:// LZ’:V 2256552677
/‘) Reg \/ Xﬂm 7[)0(3 L JSED L \/\/4)?)471/)% Sm?a@ epp-gev (2)9)665-3)1/
Kﬂtln& Roiﬂe/vém Aoiedl Kuhe ¥ obersm € akiali-omn 225655 B4
\JMV\HC?X Gibbs USEPA Pl (})dalﬂs ‘Jmm«@f@@m Gov 204 66$F34F

\‘\'7[ /)qu G@‘(Y\W A‘Y\i all (/\,‘. \a \rg&. SMM @ axiall.Comn 225685

2Rz




APPENDIX 3




3160092102 @

R .:.Sﬁ s

s _o:m_._n_

=
2
=
w
o
o

(1]
L

A |

v ‘euiwanbeld ‘|leixy



APPENDIX 4




Fugitive mB_mm_o:m _3<mmﬁ_mm:o: Log:

Facility: %ﬂb& r?N//%.

Date:

a1 >

FLIR Camera Check List

LAT/LONG On Display
Temperature Spot On Display
Time/Date Set

Time Date On Display

. N af
Inspector Signature: m\ﬁg%\/ﬂ?@av_

LDAR Instrument Used
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TVA

LDAR Instrument Serial No.
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FLIR Image Heading of FLIR | Emission Source Equipment LDAR Location Photograph LDAR Comments
No. Image (e.g. Type Instrument (LDAR Tagor | Numbers Program
Looking N) Reading (ppm) adjunct to (HON,
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Component)
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Fugitive Emissions Investigation Log:

Facility: ,ﬁoﬁ el FLIR Camera Check List [/] | LAT/LONG On Display
Temperature Spot On Display
Date: G \ 7 \ (% Time/Date Set
Time Date On Display
o LDAR Instrument Used ] COSMO
Inspector Signature: M%V - TvA
gy
LDAR Instrument Serial No. 25221293 Z
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No. Image (e.g. Type Instrument (LDAR Tag or | Numbers Program
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Fugitive Emissions Investigation Log:

Facility:

Date:
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&.\\ ,@\ >

P
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FLIR Camera Check List

LAT/LONG On Display
Temperature Spot On Display
Time/Date Set

Time Date On Display

Inspector Signature: w m..w\vmb\& D Q\CU\.‘.\\/

LDAR Instrument Used
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Ei
m\.
O
=

CosmMo
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LDAR Instrument Serial No.

52311 2927

FLIR Image Heading of FLIR | Emission Source Equipment LDAR Location Photograph LDAR Comments
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Component)
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Fugitive Emissions Investigation Log:

Facility:

Lx,g:
9/ 18/
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Date:

FLIR Camera Check List

LAT/LONG On Display
Temperature Spot On Display
Time/Date Set

Time Date On Display

Inspector Signature: \ ~

LDAR Instrument Used

g0 0000

COSMO
TVA

LDAR Instrument Serial No.
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Component)
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Fugitive Emissions Investigation Log:
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Fugitive Emissions [nvestigation Log:

Facility:
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Fugitive Emissions Investigation Log:
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 1

Video I.D.: MOV 2653 | Videographer: Greg Valentine Date: September 17,2013

Time: 1:32 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): North

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of acetone scrubber, no longer in service per facility personnel, emitting uncontrolled vapors.

See Videos 2 and 3, below.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 2

Video LD.: MOV 2654 | Videographer: Greg Valentine Date: September 17,2013 | Time: 1:47 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Northwest | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: Close-up view of acetone scrubber, no longer in service per facility personnel, emitting uncontrolled
vapors. See Video 1, above, and Video 3, below.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 3

Video I.D.: MOV_0281 | Videographer: Craig Lutz Date: September 17,2013 | Time: 1:34 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): North | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of acetone scrubber (in rainbow palette), no longer in service per facility personnel, emitting
uncontrolled vapors. See Videos 1 and 2, above.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 4

Video I.D.: MOV 2656 | Videographer: Greg Valentine Date: September 17,2013 | Time: 2:34 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Northwest | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of emissions from a gauge hatch on an acetone tank (east tank) in the North Tank Farm (NTF).
The emissions exiting the gauge hatch were recorded at 89,100 parts per million (ppm). See Photograph 1.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 5

Video LD.: MOV _2658 | Videographer: Greg Valentine

Date: September 17, 2013

Time: 2:48 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): North

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of emissions exiting a Catalytic Thermal Oxidizer (CTO) that is attached to a nearby cumene
storage tank. Due to the location of the emissions point and the heat of the CTO we were unable to obtain a

quantifying reading of the emissions using the TVA.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video #

6

Video L.D.: MOV _2659 | Videographer: Greg Valentine

Date: September 17, 2013

Time: 2:59 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): Northwest

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of emissions exiting large dent and hole on top of the east side of the cumene storage tank. See

Photograph 2.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 7

Video LD.: MOV _0285 | Videographer: Greg Valentine

Date: September 17, 2013

Time: 2:15 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): North

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of sample port leaking at 13,500 ppm and confirmed by facility LDAR personnel at 3,600 ppm
near the heavy end tower reflux pump area. According to facility personnel, the sample port is permitted. See

Photograph 10




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 8

Video LD.: MOV 2661 | Videographer: Jennifer Gibbs

Date: September 18, 2013

Time: 2:14 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): North

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of pipe under stormwater sump grate leaking at 30,000 ppm and confirmed by facility LDAR
personnel at 45,000 ppm. The pipe was located near the heavy end tower reflux pump area and a phenol

drainage drum. See Photograph 11.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Video Log

Video # 9

Video LD.: MOV _0287 | Videographer: Craig Lutz

Date: September 19, 2013

Time: 11:53 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): North

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of oil/water separator (in rainbow palette) in the Phenol Process Tank Farm area, emitting
VOCs at concentrations of 1,000 to 1,500 ppm. According to Ms. Garner, the separator, or sump, contained oil

and stormwater.

10
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 1

Photo I.D.: RIMGO0148 | Photographer: Dorothy Crawford | Date: September 17,2013 | Time: 2:27 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): North | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of Mr. Valentine monitoring gauge hatch with a TVA 1000 on an acetone tank (east tank) in the
North Tank Farm (NTF). The emissions coming from the gauge hatch were recorded at 89,100 parts per
million (ppm). See IR Video 4.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 2

Photo I.D.: RIMG0149 | Photographer: Dorothy Crawford | Date: September 17, 2013 | Time: 3:02 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Northwest | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View (blurry) of large dent on top of the east side of the cumene storage tank. The dent is located to
the left of the vertical orange stripe on the tank (see arrow) at the top edge of the tank. See IR Video 6.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 3

Photo I.D.: RIMGO0150 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18,2013 | Time: 9:57 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward | State:

Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of process drain found to be leaking at 15,600 ppm, facility LDAR personnel confir
at 16,000 ppm.

med the leak




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 4

Photo I.D.: RIMGO0151 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18, 2013 | Time: 10:06 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of suspected open-ended line (OEL) on acetone line. TVA didn’t pick up any emissions. Upon

further investigation, facility personnel were able to determine that the OEL was double-blocked and therefore
not open-ended.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 5

Photo LD.: RIMG0152 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18,2013 | Time: 10:18 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of suspected open-ended line (OEL) on phenol line. TVA didn’t pick up any emissions. Upon
further investigation, facility personnel were able to determine that the OEL was double-blocked and therefore
not open-ended.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 6

Photo LD.: RIMGO0153 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18, 2013 | Time: 10:45 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of process drain found to be leaking at 5,500 ppm, facility LDAR personnel confirmed the leak
at 14,000 ppm.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 7

Photo LD.: RIMGO0154 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18,2013 | Time: 10:47 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Southwest | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of visible leak from pump 02-76134 which is attached to cleavage reactor tank 02-47014.
According to facility personnel the material found under the pump was cleavage mix. No TVA or IR camera
recordings were collected as this was a dried up heavy liquids leak.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 8

Photo L.D.: RIMGO0155 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs

Date: September 18, 2013

Time: 11:02 am

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): Downward

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of pump 31073 leaking at 8,400 ppm and confirmed by facility LDAR personnel at 24,800 ppm.
We observed a facility LDAR technician tag the pump as a leaker.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 9

Photo L.D.: RIMGO0156 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18,2013 | Time: 11:30 am

State: Louisiana

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of OEL near LDAR tag 31639 and heavy oil cooker 02-43103. The TVA did not pick up any
emissions from the OEL.




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 10

Photo L.D.: RIMGO157 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18, 2013 | Time: 2:02 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): North State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of sample port leaking at 13,500 ppm and confirmed by facility LDAR personnel at 3,600 ppm
near the heavy end tower reflux pump area. According to facility personnel, the sample ports are permitted. See
Video 7.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 11

Photo LD.: RIMG0158 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18, 2013

Time: 2:06 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of pipe under stormwater sump grate leaking at 30,000 ppm and confirmed by facility LDAR
personnel at 45,000 ppm. The pipe was located near the heavy end tower reflux pump area and a phenol

drainage drum. See Video 8.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo

#12

Photo L.D.: RIMGO0159 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs

Date: September 18, 2013 | Time: 3:22 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville

Direction (facing): Downward | State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: View of open valve discharging process wastew
grate that ultimately drains to the wastewater treatment pl
order 392644 in the area of the open valve. Readings of 1
Crawford two to four inches above the water surface.

ater to the surface (concrete) and draining to an open
ant/bio treatment plant. There was a tag labeled work
00 to 200 ppm (with a TVA) were recorded by Ms.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Official Photograph Log

Photo # 13

Photo LD.: RIMG0160 | Photographer: Jennifer Gibbs Date: September 18, 2013

Time: 3:29 pm

City/Parish: Plaquemine/Iberville Direction (facing): Downward

State: Louisiana

Location: Axiall Corporation

Subject: Close-up view of open valve discharging process wastewater to the surface (concrete). See

photograph 12, above.
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% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - REGION 6
. 03 1445 ROSS AVENUE, DALLAS, TX 75202
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EPA REFERENCE METHOD 21 CALIBRATION FORM

CALIBRATION DATE: | 9/11/]>
INSTRUMENT TYPE: | TvVA 1660DR
SERIALNUMBER: | (523 /]-8930
CALIBRATOR(S): Cloe ¢ G\alenling

CERTIFIED CALIBRATION GASES
CONCENTRATION EXPIRATION DATE CYLINDER LOT NO. CYLINDER PSI
Zero - 0 ppm & R0)G 952945 Fober I0C
Methane - 500 ppm 9 I/Q()/E' C/}L/(C; K83 566V E25
Methane - 9,500 ppm | (% /0/(5 95843/ ey 825
INITIAL CALIBRATION
CONCENTRATION READING 0 ACCEPTABLE
TIME GAS TYPE (PPMa) (PPMc) % DEVIATION CALIBRATION?
1:000 _Zero 0 O O % (Y N
100k Methane 500 496 0.% % D N
{ hd .
1000 Methane 9,500 9,495 0.05% (V) _N
% Deviation = (PPMc — PPMa) X 100
PPMa)
MID-DAY CALIBRATION/DRIFT CHECK
CONCENTRATION READING o ACCEPTABLE
TIME GAS TYPE (PPMa) (PPMc) % DEVIATION CALIBRATION?
Zero 0 Y N
Methane 500 Y N
Methane 9,500 Y N
END-OF-DAY CALIBRATION/DRIFT CHECK
CONCENTRATION READING ACCEPTABLE
I 0,
TIME GAS TYPE (PPMa) (PPMC) % DEVIATION CALIBRATION?
Zero 0 Y N
Methane 500 Y N
Methane 9,500 Y N
. )
Calibration Gas: Need to Order? Y m@l/ GAS TYPE?



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - REGION 6
1445 ROSS AVENUE, DALLAS, TX 75202

EPA REFERENCE METHOD 21 CALIBRATION FORM

CALIBRATION DATE: | 9//6/13
INSTRUMENT TYPE: | TVA JOOOS
SERIAL NUMBER: 052511 29%
CALIBRATOR(S): C L7 s GValeing
CERTIFIED CALIBRATION GASES
CONCENTRATION EXPIRATION DATE CYLINDER LOT NO. CYLINDER PSI
Zero - 0 ppm (0 120)( 452949 aC0
Methane - 500 ppm 92015 948683 925
Methane—9,500 ppm | (/2010 49863] a2b
INITIAL CALIBRATION
CONCENTRATION READING \ ACCEPTABLE
TIME GAS TYPE (PPMa) (PPMIQ) % DEVIATION | /oo ationg
£ )0n Zero 0 ()12 012 % (p N
9:15a Meth<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>